The Fiscal Model of Presidential Elections, as modified after its failure to forecast President Obama's reelection in 2012, accounts for all but three out of sample retrodictions since 1916. This year, its point forecast has the incumbent Democrats losing with 48.2% of the two-party vote.
The Fiscal Model.
The distinctive characteristic of the fiscal model is a variable on spending policy, the intuition being that, ceteris paribus, growing federal spending relative to gross domestic product between elections costs the incumbents votes. Since its inception (Cuzán and Heggen 1984) , the model's specification has evolved. Four other variables, all borrowed or adapted from Fair's presidential vote equation, have been added (see all items on the fiscal model listed in the bibliography), and the measurement of fiscal policy itself has been fine-tuned in response to the model's performance, particularly in light of its failure to forecast President Obama's reelection in 2012. Following that blunder, an adjustment was made in the measurement of fiscal policy, relabeled F3 in Table 1 , to take into account that spending in the first year of a new party reign is largely a function of the previous administration (Cuzán 2013 Table 3 shows out-of-sample "retrodictions" for all elections held during this period, as well as this year's forecast. Note that the winner was correctly called in 22 out of the 25 elections through 2012, for a "hit rate" of 88%, and a mean absolute error (MAE) of 1.79 (s.d.=1.53). All three errors in identifying the winner were in close elections, here operationalized as one where the margin of victory was less than 5 percentage points, of which there have been 8 (1916, 1948, 1960, 1968, 1976, 2000, 2004, and 2012 Table 3 , as of the time of this writing (August 1), Ray Fair's economic forecasts are GROWTH= 0.94, ALLNEWS=2. Plugging these values into the fiscal model yields a prediction of 48.2% of the two-party vote for the Democratic ticket.
Thus, it is expected that the election will be a close one. As noted above, all three miscalls made by the model have been in close elections. To date, the model's record at identifying the winner in close elections stands at 63% (MAE=2.1), considerably below its overall performance. Therefore, the forecast for an incumbent loss in 2016 is far from unqualified.
Discussion and conclusion.
The fiscal model is one of the few presidential election forecasting models that rests entirely on fundamentals, without any input from polls, be they about presidential job approval or the horse race. Thus, it cannot be expected to perform as well as those that do take a measure of public opinion into account. That said, it is nothing short of remarkable that as presently constituted it performs so accurately at retrodiction. It remains to be seen, however, whether this time it will pass the acid test that comes with forecasting (Jones 2011) , a test that the previous version of the model failed in 2012.
That year the bar was a relatively low one, since less than a handful of all presidents in the first term of a party reign have failed to win reelection, and most forecasting models made the right call (Campbell 2013 ). This year, however, the test is much harder. It is harder to predict the outcome of an "open" election, where the incumbent president is not on the ticket. Making it harder still is the fact that there is no precedent for either party's nominee for president: woman in one case, and a man with no prior military or elected experience, in the other.
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